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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Applicant's submission filed on 11/20/2006 has been entered. No claim has been 
amended. The originally filed claims 1-6 are pending in the application. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed November 20, 2006 have been fully considered but are not 
found persuasive in view of the ground(s) of rejection of the claims 1-3 based on Rosenberg U.S. 
Patent No. 5,825,308 (hereinafter Rosenberg) and the claims 4-6 based on Rosenberg U.S. Patent 
No. 5,825,308 (hereinafter Rosenberg) in view of Watanabe et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,285,347 
(hereinafter Watanabe). 

Applicant argues with respect to the §1 12 rejection on Page 4 of Remarks that "At least 
page 15 of the originally filed patent document recites '(2) Calculation of the deviation between 
direction of the destination position B as seen from the reference point A and the direction of the 
destination position B as seen from the reference point A and the direction of manipulation of the 
manipulation unit 22." From applicant's specification Page 15-16, the direction of the destination 
position B as seen from the reference point A is identical to the direction of manipulation of the 
manipulation unit 22 (See Fig. 5A). This is how the manipulation force is made in relation to 
where the scrolling should occur. Moreover, there is no support in the specification for an angle 
deviation. Applicant failed to point out where in the specification has disclosed the term "angle 
deviation", whereas "deviation" is claimed. However, only distance deviation is disclosed in the 
specification. The calculation unit 42 performs the three steps as disclosed in Page 15 and 
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illustrated in Fig. 5A whereas the applicant's specification continued on Page 1 5, "Fig. 5A is a 
graph illustrating the relationship between the amount of deviation obtained through the above 
calculations and the actuator driving signals." Even through a cursory reading of the Page 1 5-16, 
one would understand that the deviation as disclosed/claimed is only related to the distance 
deviation, as opposed to applicant's mis-interpretation of an angle deviation. There is no angle 
deviation involved. It is clear from the applicant's specification that only the distance deviation 
is disclosed. There is no angle deviation whatsoever is disclosed. 

Applicant argues that a control unit that calculates a deviation of an angle between two 
directions with respect to a reference point. However, this argument is not found as claim 
limitation in the claim 1. The specification does not describe the angle between two different 
directions. Moreover, applicant's specification appears to be a literal translation into English 
from a foreign document and is replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. 

Applicant's specification describes the calculations (1) to (7) as shown in lines 15-19 on 
Page 20 wherein only the calculation (2) on Page 15 is related to the claim limitation of "a 
deviation". However, this deviation is the amount of deviation in the direction of 
manipulation. See Fig. 5A, wherein the amount of deviation is in the direction of 
manipulation. The amount of deviation has nothing to do with the angle between two different 
directions, which applicant still persists in arguing that the deviation is an angle deviation. The 
direction of manipulation is toward the direction of the line AB and this is how the reference 
point A is manipulated to the destination point B and the content is scrolled. See also lines 26-28 
on Page 15. Moreover, in Fig. 5B, the actuator driving signal is a function of distance to the 
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destination position and therefore the actuator driving signal has nothing to do with the angle 
between two different directions, as two identical directions are disclosed. The embodiment of 
Fig. 5C also describes "a deviation" in relation to the variation of distance to the destination 
position. NO ANGLE between two different directions or two different lines has been 
described. Moreover, the description on lines 1-17 on Page 17 in relation to the Fig. 5C is 
confusing, as the descriptions appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign 
document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. 

The claim limitation "a deviation" set forth in the claim 1 is confusing. The claim 
language is thus given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification, 
especially the embodiment disclosed in Fig. 5A wherein the amount of deviation in the direction 
of manipulation is disclosed. During patent examination, the claims are given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification. See In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 
44USPQ2d 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1997). See MPEP §2111 - § 2116.01 for case law pertinent to 
claim analysis. 

The claim limitation of " a deviation" is interpreted in light of applicant's 
specification as the amount of deviation in the direction of manipulation (See applicant's 
Fig. 5A) or in terms of the distance to the destination position (See applicant's Fig. 5B). 
Applicant's specification has not described anything related to the actuator driving signal 
as a function the angle, as argued by the applicant. 

Rosenberg discloses in column 42-43 that the isometric functions are controlled using the 
magnitude of deviation in the input force direction of manipulation or using the magnitude of 
deviation in the direction of the current position of the user object from the local origin. 
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Rosenberg teaches that the opposing force (force feedback) is a function of displacement and is 
applied in a direction opposing the deviation of the user object from the local object (column 47). 

As set forth in the present Office Action, Rosenberg discloses that, a force magnitude and 
direction that the user exerts on the interface device is sensed and input to the computer to be 
used in the manipulation and interaction of the computer environment wherein the isometric 
controllers such as sensors spheres typically include pressure sensors overlaid on their surface to 
detect input forces from the user's touch; column 36, lines 50-63 . Rosenberg discloses that, a 
visual display of the deviation may be useful to indicate to the user the magnitude of "force" that 
is being input by the user in isometric mode. A user will be able to see the deviation as a cursor 
is moved against a surface, thus indicating the magnitude of the input; column 44, lines 43-61 . 
Finally, Rosenberg discloses that, a restoring force is determined based on the deviation 
found and any other applicable conditions. A restoring force is applied to the user object as well 
as sensed by the user through feedback because the user feels restoring or spring forces on the 
object which the user can utilize to provide isometric or elastic input; see column 10, lines 20-25 
and column 47, lines 8-46 . 

Specification 

A substitute specification in proper idiomatic English and in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.52(a) and (b) is required. The substitute specification filed must be accompanied by a 
statement that it contains no new matter. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

The claim 1 set forth the claim limitation of "a deviation between the direction of the 
destination position as seen from the reference point in the display unit and the direction of 
manipulation of the manipulation unit". Without reading the specification, the claim limitation is 
confusing as to what kind of deviation is claimed. The specification describes that the deviation 
between the two directions is the distance deviation, as opposed to the angle deviation, wherein 
the two directions are positioned in the same line , as opposed to two distinct lines that form an 
angle. Applicant's claim 1 recites a deviation, which is the distance deviation. However, the 
claim language is confusing because it is misleading (without positively claiming that the two 
directions are positioned in the same line). The deviation as claimed could mean the angle 
deviation, which is NOT supported by applicant's specification. In view of the specification, Fig. 
5A, wherein the amount of deviation in the direction of manipulation is disclosed, however, a 
deviation between two distinct directions has been argued by applicant in the process of 
prosecution. Therefore, clarification is required for the claim limitation set forth in the claim 1 . It 
is suggested that the claim 1 should be amended to recite "a deviation between the direction of 
the destination position as seen from the reference point in the display unit in the direction of 
manipulation of the manipulation unit" to be consistent with applicant's specification. 
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The claims 2-6 depend upon the claim 1 and are rejected due to their dependency on the 
claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rosenberg U.S. 
Patent No. 5,825,308 (hereinafter Rosenberg). 

Claim 1: 

Rosenberg teaches an image information display apparatus comprising: 
A display unit for displaying image data; an input unit for performing scrolling of the 
image data displayed on the display unit; and a control unit for controlling the display unit and 
the input unit {e.g., column 4, lines 34-57; column 7, lines 26-49; column 10, lines 6-24; column 
12, lines 20-45; column 13, lines 59-67; column 14, lines 1-41; column 34, lines 46-55; column 
35, lines 5-21; column 36, lines 50-60; column 39, lines 35-67; column 41, lines 66-67 and 
column 42, lines 1-67; column 43, lines 1-67; column 44, lines 1-51; column 46, lines 45-55; 
column 47, lines 8-46), 

wherein the input unit has a manipulation unit manipulated by an operator, a position 
sensor for detecting a manipulation state of the manipulation unit, and an actuator for supplying 
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force-feedback to the manipulation unit, wherein the image data includes a prescribed point (e.g., 
column 4, lines 34-57; column 7, lines 26-49; column 10, lines 6-24; column 12, lines 20-45; 
column 13, lines 59-67; column 14, lines 1-41; column 34, lines 46-55; column 35, lines 5-21; 
column 36, lines 50-60; column 39, lines 35-67; column 41, lines 66-67 and column 42, lines 1- 
67; column 43, lines 1-67; column 44, lines 1-51; column 46, lines 45-55; column 47, lines 8- 
46), 

Wherein the control unit calculates an amount and direction of manipulation of the 
manipulation unit on the basis of positional signals output from the position sensor, and performs 
the scrolling of the image data on the basis the amount and direction of manipulation of the 
manipulation unit obtained (e.g., column 4, lines 34-57; column 7, lines 26-49; column 10, lines 
6-24; column 12, lines 20-45; column 13, lines 59-67; column 14, lines 1-41; column 34, lines 
46-55; column 35, lines 5-21; column 36, lines 50-60; column 39, lines 35-67; column 41, lines 
66-67 and column 42, lines 1-67; column 43, lines 1-67; column 44, lines 1-51; column 46, lines 
45-55; column 47, lines 8-46), and 

wherein in the course of scrolling the image data (e.g., the document image data or a text 
in a window; column 35, lines 4-10 and column 42, lines 40-50), the control unit (e.g., a local 
microprocessor in a host computer; column 42, lines 18-38) calculates the a deviation between 
the direction the direction of the destination position as seen from the reference point in the 
display unit (e.g., based on the deviations and/or direction from the local origin; column 43, 
lines 65-66) and the direction of manipulation of the manipulation unit, and controls drive of the 
actuator to decrease the force-feedback to be supplied the manipulation unit with a decrease in 
the calculated deviation (e.g., the force magnitude and direction that the user exerts on the 
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interface device is sensed and input to the computer to be used in the manipulation and 
interaction of the computer environment wherein the isometric controllers such as sensors 
spheres typically include pressure sensors overlaid on their surface to detect input forces from 
the user 's touch; column 36, lines 50-63: A visual display of the deviation may be usefid to 
indicate to the user the magnitude of "force " that is being input by the user in isometric mode. A 
user will be able to see the deviation as a cursor is moved against a surface, thus indicating the 
magnitude of the input; column 44, lines 43-61; A restoring force is determined based on the 
deviation found and any other applicable conditions. A restoring force is applied to the user 
object as well as sensed by the user through feedback because the user feels restoring or spring 
forces on the object which the user can utilize to provide isometric or elastic input; see column 
1(1 lines 20-25 and column 47, lines 8-46 . column 4, lines 34-57; column 7, lines 26-49; column 
10, lines 6-24; column 12, lines 20-45; column 13, lines 59-67; column 14, lines 1-41; column 
34, lines 46-55; column 35, lines 5-21; column 36, lines 50-60; column 39, lines 35-67; column 
41, lines 66-67 and column 42, lines 1-67; column 43, lines 1-67; column 44, lines 1-51; column 
46, lines 45-55; column 47, lines 8-46). 

Rosenberg discloses in column 42-43 that the isometric functions are controlled 
using the magnitude of deviation in the input force direction of manipulation or using the 
magnitude of deviation in the direction of the current position of the user object from the 
local origin. Rosenberg teaches that the opposing force (force feedback) is a function of 
displacement and is applied in a direction opposing the deviation of the user object from 
the local object (column 47). 
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The specification does not describe the angle between two directions. Applicant's 
specification describes the calculations (1) to (7) as shown in lines 15-19 on Page 20 wherein 
only the calculation (2) on Page 15 is related to the claim limitation of "a deviation". However, 
this deviation is the amount of deviation in the direction of manipulation. See Fig. 5A, wherein 
the amount of deviation is in the direction of manipulation. The amount of deviation has nothing 
to do with the angle between two directions. See also lines 26-28 on Page 15. Moreover, in Fig. 
5B, the actuator driving signal is a function of distance to the destination position and therefore 
the actuator driving signal has nothing to do with the angle between two directions. The 
embodiment of Fig. 5C also describes u a deviation" in relation to the variation of distance to the 
destination position. NO ANGLE between two directions has been described. Moreover, the 
description on lines 1-17 on Page 17 in relation to the Fig. 5C is confusing, as the descriptions 
appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document and are replete with 
grammatical and idiomatic errors. 

The claim limitation "a deviation" set forth in the claim 1 is confusing. The claim 
language is thus given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification, 
especially the embodiment disclosed in Fig. 5A wherein the amount of deviation in the direction 
of manipulation is disclosed. During patent examination, the claims are given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification. See In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 
44USPQ2d 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1997). See MPEP §2111 - § 2116.01 for case law pertinent to 
claim analysis. 

The claim limitation of "a deviation" is interpreted in light of applicant's 
specification as the amount of deviation in the direction of manipulation (See applicant's 
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Fig. 5A) or in terms of the distance to the destination position (See applicant's Fig. 5B). 
Applicant's specification has not described anything related to the actuator-driving signal 
as a function the angle . 



Claims 2-3: 

Rosenberg further discloses that the control unit calculates a distance from a reference 
point in the image data corresponding to the reference point in the display unit to the prescribed 
point, and controls the drive of the actuator to supply to the manipulation unit an appropriate 
force-feedback corresponding to the calculated distance to the prescribed point and that the 
control unit calculates the variation of a distance from a reference point in the image data 
corresponding to the reference point in the display unit to the prescribed point, and controls the 
drive of the actuator to supply to the manipulation unit an appropriate force-feedback 
corresponding to the calculated variation of the distance to the prescribed point (e.g., the force 
magnitude and direction that the user exerts on the interface device is sensed and input to the 
computer to be used in the manipulation and interaction of the computer environment wherein 
the isometric controllers such as sensors spheres typically include pressure sensors overlaid on 
their surface to detect input forces from the user 's touch; column 36. lines 50-63; A visual 
display of the deviation may be useful to indicate to the user the magnitude of 'force " that is 
being input by the user in isometric mode. A user will be able to see the deviation as a cursor is 
moved against a surface, thus indicating the magnitude of the input; column 44, lines 43-61; A 
restoring force is determined based on the deviation found and any other applicable conditions. 
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A restoring force is applied to the user object as well as sensed by the user through feedback 
because the user feels restoring or spring forces on the object which the user can utilize to 
provide isometric or elastic input; see column 10, lines 20-25 and column 47, lines 8-46) . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rosenberg 
U.S. Patent No. 5,825,308 (hereinafter Rosenberg) in view of Watanabe et al. U.S. Patent No. 
6,285,347 (hereinafter Watanabe). 



Claims 4-6: 

Rosenberg is silent to the claim limitations set forth in the claims 4-6. 

With regards to the claim 4, Watanabe further discloses the prescribed point as a 
destination point of the map image as specified by the operator scrolling the map image 
(Watanabe column 5-8). 

With regards to the claim 5, Watanabe further discloses the road map image (Watanabe 
Figs. 3-4). 

With regards to the claim 6, Watanabe further discloses the map data is virtual space data 
expressed two-dimensionally (Watanabe Figs. 3-4). 



Application/Control Number: 10/761,017 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2628 

Moreover, Watanabe discloses supplying feedback information after manipulation of the 
mouse or the finger on the touch pad on the pointer to indicate the scrolling speed and direction 
of the digital map when the distance between the start point to an end point relating to the desired 
direction from the start point to the end point is determined and the speed of the displayed 
portion of the digital map with regards to the direction of the arrow portion of the pointer is made 
small when the distance is small. Therefore Watanabe explicitly discloses an actuator such as 
capacitor sensors (column 4, lines 40-52) to supply feedback (such as the length and direction of 
the arrow portion) to the manipulation unit using mouse-finger-touch-pad combination (column 
6, lines 29-44). 

Watanabe discloses that, when the distance between the start point (a reference point) to 
an end point (a prescribed point) relating to the desired direction from the start point to the end 
point is determined (i.e., manipulation direction is determined) and the speed of the displayed 
portion of the digital map with regards to the direction of the arrow portion of the pointer is made 
small when the distance is small. It can be seen that Watanabe discloses a direction from a 
reference point in the display unit to the prescribed point in the image data because the start point 
is in the display unit and the end point is the desired point in the map image. Watanabe further 
discloses the direction of manipulation of the manipulation unit because the desired direction of 
manipulation has been indicated by the operator (column 6, lines 29-44) and the amount and 
direction of manipulation are determined at the current position of the display reference point to 
indicate the speed and direction of scrolling (column 6, lines 29-44). Depending upon the length 
of the distance relating to the desired direction of manipulation indicating the deviation or 
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magnitude of the desired direction from the unit direction of manipulation, the scrolling speed is 
determined as in proportional to the deviation of the direction vector and the processor allows the 
actuator to decrease the length of the arrow portion of pointer to supply feedback information to 
the display unit or the touch pad in combination with the pointer (the manipulation unit because 
both the touch pad and the pointer have been manipulated via the operator's action; see column 
5-8). 

Therefore, taking the combined teaching of Watanabe and Rosenberg, it would have been 
obvious to have modified Rosenberg's document image data or texts in a window to incorporate 
Watanabe' s map image data as document data to be scrolled by the Rosenberg's force feedback 
device coupled with the host computer system. 

Doing so would enable one of the ordinary skill in the art to provide indication to the 
operator the magnitude or speed or direction of scrolling to be generated on the map image 
(Watanabe column 5-8). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jin-Cheng Wang whose telephone number is (571) 272-7665. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 6:30 (Mon-Thu). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kee Tung can be reached on (571) 272-7794. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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